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- The MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 

THE PERIOD FOR REPLY [check only a) or b)] 
a) ® The period for reply expires 4 months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b ' ° £!tS[ K^iS'ffrSKSSa ^%r rV ^T' <2 ^ he date Set f °" h in the ™ whichever 

Se ber^ Potion under 37 CFR 1,36,a, and the appropriate 

appropriate extension fee under 37 CFP 1 ^7 P (aHs calculated K mffl^a5. d V corresponding amount of the fee. The 
set in the final Office action; or (2) as set forth in (b) a^e if checked An^ statutory period for reply originally 

ma,l.n g date of the final rejection, even if timely fLit^l^ ^ ^L^J^S!^ S TXT^ "~ ** 



1 . □ A Motice of Appeal was filed on 



_. Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 



07 pfr 1 iqoi,. ^ . ; • "^ohoiii » oiioi must oe tiibo witnin tne 

37 CFR 92(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.1 91 (d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2. U The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) U they raise the issue of new matter (see NOTE below); 

(C) ° thG aPP ' iCati0n in ^ f0rm f0r ^ b V materially reducing or simplifying the 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 



NOTE: 



3. □ Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): 



4. □ Newly proposed or amended claim(s) 



. separate, timely faed'ame'ndmOT c ancelin 9 the non-allowable claimfe). a "° Wab ' 8 " SUbmlned 

6 - 8 2ffi2^^^3lr"" ,or ™ ,a,ion has bean ~— ^ «~ N0T *» - 

See Attachment 



6. D 

7. K 



^^^ZZ^^ b6CaUSe * iS n0t directed S0LELY » issues which were newly raised 

Sn£n^ 9S *° f K ApP ! al ' the Pr ° P0Sed amendm ent(s) a)D will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 
Claim(s) allowed: 26 and 27 

Claim(s) objected to: ' ' 

Claim(s) rejected: 18-25 — " 



Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: _ 

8. □ The proposed drawing correction filed on is a) □ approved or „, D disapp \ d ^ Ex 

9. U Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1 449) Paper No(s). NU^^AfAOr 

10.D Other: "Sfi,v«j, T RaN N 
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PJ'436 (and other cited references) shows that rotors having permanent magnets 
(PMs) alternately arranged in polarities are well known in the art. As stated in the final 
Office Action's 35 USC 103 rejection, the rationale for applying the JP'436 in the 
rejection is the teaching of a well-know alternate polarity arrangement for permanent 
magnets in a rotor; thus, the combination of JP'050 in view of JP'436 discloses the 
claimed invention, as recited in claims 18-19. 

The applicant argues that the rejection is the use of hindsight because JP'436 does 
not disclose a rotor having magnetic air gap provide between the rotor main body portion 
of the adjacent magnets. These features, i.e., a rotor having magnetic air gap provide 
between the rotor main body portion of the adjacent magnets, is discloses in the JP'050. 
If JP'436 were disclosed with these features, the rejection might probably be a 35 USC 
102 rejection. Thus, in response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any 
judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight 
reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the 
level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made (in this case the 
knowledge of arranging the PMs alternately in polarities is well known, as taught by 
JP'436 and cited prior-art) and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 



1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 




